IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-30379
Summary Cal endar

WOODROW W LSON CONSTRUCTI ON COVPANY, | NC. ,
Appel | ant,
vVer sus

HANCOCK BANK OF LQOUI SI ANA,

Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-1850

February 19, 2003
Bef ore BARKSDALE, DEMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

This case arises froma dispute over the requirenents of a
consent agreenent entered anong Rabal ais Masonry, Inc., Wodrow
Wl son Construction Conpany, Inc. (appellant), and Hancock Bank
of Louisiana (appellee). The appellant contends that a portion
of a paynent that it nmade to appell ee on behal f of Rabal ai s,
pursuant to the terns of the consent agreenent, was nade in

error, and seeks the return of such sum

Pursuant to 5THGQR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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On August 17, 2001, the bankruptcy court granted appellee’s
nmotion to dism ss appellant’s claim prem sed upon La. Cv. C
arts. 2298 (enrichnment w thout cause) and 2299 (paynent of a
thi ng not owed), and denied appellant’s notion to anend its
conplaint. The district court, acting in its appellate capacity,
affirmed the decision of the bankruptcy court on March 7, 2002.

Al t hough we are sorely tenpted to dismss this appeal with
prejudice for the appellant’s failure to adequately brief the
i ssues as required by the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure,
we wll give the appellant the benefit of the doubt and rule on
the nerits. See Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(6) (requiring “the
contentions of the appellant on the issues presented, and the
reasons therefor, with citations to the authorities, statutes,
and parts of the record relied on.”) (enphasis added).

It is well-settled that we review the decision to grant a
nmotion to dism ss de novo. Copeland v. Wasserstein, Parella, &
Co. Inc., 278 F.3d 472, 477 (5th GCr. 2002). The central issue
is whether the appellant’s conplaint, when viewed in the Iight
nost favorable to the appellant, states a valid claimfor relief.
ld. We review a court’s decision to deny a notion to anmend for
abuse of discretion. Stripling v. Jordan Prod. Co., LLC, 234
F.3d 863, 872 (5th G r. 2000).

After reviewi ng the record and considering the argunents

presented, we conclude that, for the reasons given in the careful
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opi ni ons of both the bankruptcy and district court judges, the
appel l ant has not stated a claimfor which relief can be granted.

Further, the refusal to permt the appellant to anmend its
conpl ai nt was appropriately denied on the basis of futility. See
Stripling, 234 F. 3d at 872 (holding that it is wthin a district
court’s discretion to deny a notion to anend if the anended
conplaint would fail to state a claimupon which relief could be
grant ed).

Accordi ngly, the bankruptcy court’s order dism ssing the

conpl aint and denying the notion to anend i s AFFI RVED



